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EXCERPTS FROM THE REPORT

In ail fiJe Echo test sites, a screeaing and appraisAl process %).12::
conducte6 to identify groups of learning disabled studo,.1:.s...

Z. The Language Arts and Mathematics minimodules wk.,ro used more
cxtensively with target sttdents than were the Science minimodules.

toach.-rn generally pc,u in their perceptiomi ti%e!

minimoanies.

4. Cohort I students (16-year-olds) achieved two of the three achievement
gain objectives.

). Cohort 2 students (1)-year-olds) exceeded all three achievement gain
objectives.

h. Echo students in both Cohorts did not equal the performance gains
of thcsc stndents in the priginal test site.

/. At no test site was the objective that 907 of the Echo students would
increase their rate of school attendance by 6% over their prior attemiance
history achieved_

H. The objective that 75% of the target students would increase their
attendance by 10% over their prior record was achieved by two Echo student
groups.

9. Two Echo student groups had attendance rates in 1975-76 which exceeded
ihat of non-Echo comparison students in the same schools.

10. Fifteen-year-old Project Echo students dropped ont of school less
Irequently than did either (1) all 15-year-old students enrolled in
project schools during the two years prior to Echo implementation, or
(2) non-Echo 15-year-olds in project schools during the implementation
1 eriod

11. At none 01 Ole Project Echo test sites were the Process Orientation
Modules used with Echo teachers as they were designed to be used.

[2. All Project Echo test sites reported contacts with at least one of the
parents of every identified Project Echo target student in 1979-76.

1 I. (Dissemination) criteria were achieved at the three Echo te:;t sites
which elected to conduct information dissemination conferences for
representatives of local business firms and civic organizations.

14. ...representatives of observer school districts did investigate
Echo hy observing project operations in the test schools.

1'). From 80-90% of the observer school representatives had obtained suf icient

understanding of the project on which to base an adoption-decision.

Project



16, Sntt consideration regarding the possible 1976-77 adoption of ll or
part of Project Echo had occurred in all observer districts.

17. Nn ioordinated (statewide) plan for creating Project Echo awareness
;rnung potential adopters has been implemented...

18. This study...does tend to indicate that Project Echo is replicable
with a potootial lor beneficial influence on the education of learning
disR111cd !-udents.
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INTRODUCTION

i'roject Echo was an outgrowth of a joint endeavor of four agencies
I

to produce and Letza a supplementary instruC ional program for learning

Iis;ihhd students at the secondary school level. That project, which

w_Ct in 1 72 and was complett:d in 1974, rnsulted in several products

and processesincluding 30 instructional units (minimodules ), a classroom

instructional management system, a teacher training package, a screening

ano appraisal process, a parent involvement component, and an info a-

tion dissemination process2--which had been tested only in the developmental

Corsicana (Texas) High School.

Evaluation da a indicated the project to be generally successful.

The findings were considered tentative, however, because only the single

test site was involved and most flat_ collection was formative rather than

!aimmative in emphasis. The major recommendation of the cited report

was that the project be replicated to detertine its effectiveness with

ely new staff and students.

In f llowing up on that recommendation, three __ the four agencies

(TEA, ESC MI, and SEDL) applied to the Bureau of Education for the

aandi.ipped (BEH) for funding to replicate the project in five new test sites

to begin in September 1974. The proposed replication was funded in January

i975.

The Corsi_ana independent School Dis rict, the Texas Education Agency,
Education Service Center Region XII, and the Southwest Educational

Development Laboratory.

Sce the section of this document entitled "Project Echo Components" for
a lescr-ption of these products and processes.

The Corsicana L/LD Project for Fifteen-Year-Olds, Phase I - 1972-73
and Phase II - 1973-74, Southwest Educational Development Laboratory,
July 12, 1974.

1



lin applirathirVi toihmItted to _cipation in the

1,pli H ri, which wsis now ol I1iI;itiy designat ed Project Echo,

tivi iw [-.1 selcc _d. These sftes all had in operati

cunf)rtlnsv e programs of special education services (Texas Pl- A ) and

r -0 nted tho divt- e range educati

more than 1100 school disctricts in the sta e 4

c ng

Because of the late start-up and the unanticipated qmount of time

required for screening and appraisal, very limited project implementation

vias accomplished in 1974-75. Continuation authorization was sought and

rcceivcd that would focus project implemen ation in the 1975-76 school

year with two student groups (15-and 16-year-olds) rather than the one

group as originally propo ed. These groups were designated as Cohort 1,

whieh consisted of I6-year-olds who had been identified in late 1974-75,

and Cohort 2, the 15-year-olds id ntified at the start of the 1975-76

school year.

4
See the secti n of this report entitled "Replic- ion S es" for a
description o he selected sites.

2
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PROJECT ECHO COMPONENTS

components to the Pro uct Echo materials used

ttiria); 19Y4-1975 and 1 75-76: the instructional curriculum, called

in iliodule; the teacher training materials, called Process Orientation

lichi and the Classroom Management handbook.

The instructional materials consisted of 30 minimodules in thrE

content areas: Language Arts, Mathematics, and Science. Each content area

contained 10 minimodule- that included both teacher and student manuals

aliropriate overhead transparencies, filmstrips, audio cassetces

litto masttrs and student pads. Each minimodule contains pretests

whe-e ippropriate as well as Mastery Tests.

The Process Orientation Modules were designed as teacher training

materit ._- for use hy staff development personnel and consist of background

information on language and learning disabilities simulation exercises

lor teachers, and appropriate reading material. Each Module -- there are

-o -- contains overhead transparencies for group use as well as handout

als for reading and the simulation exercises.

T1- Class-oom Management Handbook is designed for coordinators,

tachers, and teacher aides. The handbook also presents background material

on language and learning disabilities as well as a thorough description of

oil instructional materials and med'a. The remainder of the Handbook is

devoted to a description of the pup l appraisal and screening process,

t he instruments used (or recommended), and the diagnostic pro^.esses

recomille lor management of the minimodules by LLD students within the

normal school context.

Ancillary components include a recommended screening and aporaisal

lii _c-

process -- for identification of learning disabled students; a parent

10



I FIV() I V41flL11L component -- for stimulat jar f par r t.chon1 communica on;

and a suggested info mation dissm.ination process --

awaren- of the project's goals and activities.

4

creating community



Five tes

REPLICATION SITES

es were selected to participate in the rroject Echo

replication effort. These sites included high schools in four school

,4trici.s and selected members of an educational cooperative composed

ul sevra1 districts. Those selected represented a wide range of var ance

on sev.rni environmental factors: loc tion, school enrollment,

populations, district wealth, facilities available, and community size.

linivesten.5 Galveston ISD's Ball High School is distinguished

its si,t. The school has a greater htudCrlt enrollment than any high school

in Texas Galveston, a city of 61 809, is located in the south -st portion

of the state on the Texas Gulf Coast. The school district has an average

daily attendance of 10,805, including an estimated Project Echo target age

rollment of 1057 students.

Greenville. Greenville High Sch ol is loca ed in this northeast

Texas commun ty of 22,043. Greenville is a commercial center for the

immediate region which is largely devoted to agriculture. The dis rict's

iveragL daily at endance is 4,825 -- 426 of whom are of Project Echo target

age .

a r qlo. Laredo is a city of 69,024, located on the Texas-Mexico

border in the southwest portion of the state. Its school district has an

overage daily attendance of 19,622 :,ixon High School Annex, which ser

only ninth grade students, has an estimated enrollment of 601 Echo targEt

nge st

Fur these brief site descriptions, community populations were obtained

from the 1970 U.S. Census, school district average daily attendance

from the Texas Education Agency's Annual Statistical Re art fox 197.3774

and Echo target age student enrollment estimates from local school dist

12



Nano. Piano is a rapidly growing suburban city located nortl

Dallas in neri.h c _Aral Texas. Its 1970 population of 17,872 is est

Lu has", more than doubled since that time. Plano ISD in 1973-74 had an

average daily attendance of 10,546 students. Haggard High School, which was

first occupied in September 1975, :as an estimated 468 students of Echo

target age.

West Central Texas Educational Cooperative. The fifth Echo test site

was composed _f three member districts of a cooperative of several small

districts in the west central portion of the state. Echo schools included

those located in Colorado City (population 5,227), Sweetwater (population

12,020), and Roscoe (population 1,580). Average daily attendance in the

sted

three districts was 1490 2603, and 456, respectively. A combined total

of 395 s-udents in the three high schools were of Echo target age.

Following implementation of the Project Echo screening and appraisal

proces- in each of the five test sites, a total of 291 target students for

project interventio- were located. Table 1 provides a summary of the

demographic characteristics of these students.

Two observations are worthy of note regarding the students. First,

males ar- an obvious majority within the total group, particularly within

the older Cohort 1 group. Second, the ethnic distribution figures illustate

the diverse ethnic composition found among the five selected test sites.

13
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TABLE 1

PR0.JECl ECHO TARGET STUDENT DEMOGRAPHIC SUMMARY

West Central
Cohort I Galveston Greenville Laredo P_Iano TX. Ed._Co-ap TOTAL

Number 38 16 0 37 24 115

Sex

% Male 65.8 81.3 78.4 50.0 68.7

% Eemale 34.2 18.7 21.6 50.0 31.3

Age

Mean 16.5 16.3 - 16.5 16.4 16.4

St. Dev. 0.3 0.2 - 0.3 0.3 0.3

Ethnicity

% Anglo 36.8 81.3 - 100.0 75.0 71.3

% Mex. Amer. 13.2 6.3 0.0 20.8 9.6

% Bla k 50.0 12.5 - 0.0 4.2 19.1

Cohort 2

Number 48 19 43 35 31 176

Sex

% Male 5(74 63.2 : 46:5 60.0 _ 48.4. 52.3

% Female 50.0 36.8 53.5 40.0 51.6 47.7

Age

Mean 15.4 15.6 15.5 15.5 15.4 15.5

St. Dev. 0.3 0.2 0.4 0.3 0.3 0.3

Lthni-ity

% Anglo 27.1 78.9 7.0 100.0 51.6 46.6

% Mex. Amer. 18.8 0.0 93.0 0 0 38.7 34.7

% Black 54.2 21.1 0.0 0.0 9.7 18.7

NOTE: Age expressed in years and tenths as of September 1, 1975.

7
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EVALUATION DESIGN

Project Echo evaluation activities were focused on the 1975-76 school

year, when the project was fully implemented in all sites. The evaluation

design, prepared and distributed in June 1975, is reproduced in the

following four pages. Elements of the design were selected to test, as

indicated, effects in terms of project crite_ a which were based on the

original objectives of the Corsicana project, and replication criteria which

were based on data actually obtained in the original test site, Corsicana.

The evaluation design was organized into 10 sections -- each developed

from stated project objectives or sets of related objectives. Within each

section, an evaluation question of interest is stated. In most cases, this

is a restatement of a project objective J.__ interrogative form. r each

question, the Instrumentation or data collection procedure to be employed

is then described. The column entitled design configuration illustrates

the data collection and intervention sequences in symbolic notation6 and

describes the anticipated sample. The column farthest right describes the data

analysis model to be.employed and states the criteria by whch the pro

will be judged.

6
Adapted from Campbell, D.T., and J.C. Stanley, Experimental and
goasi-experimental Designs for Research. Chicago: Rand-McNally
& Company, 1963.

8
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I. Stanford Achievement

A nemprOh*Ogi*0 aca-
demic aChieVement
battery eoneiiting of
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language arts, mathe-
matics. sCienee. And
social atudiee. Sub-
neatly AtereS 00y ht
exPreased aa grude
equivalents=
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6
where:
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and 2 sample* identified
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same age groups in each
of the five test schools.

CONTINUED ON xra PACE

1he projeei CriteriOn will
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evaluation question of
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The mlyntion criterion
will be considered Met
if target student abseil:-
raise decreasee b!
ever their past threes
Sear attendance record.
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l'KOPOihIl EVALUATI
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ROJELT JiCHO. 1975-1976
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Fmormbo cVALLIATI

INSTRUMENT...7MM

7. eu administrator* soglior

supervisors fro. the 25
observer school. demon-
strate Comprehention of
information regarding
the components and
operation of Project
Wm. 'so implemented in
five efhouls whirh i$
considered by the
Project Director es
information useful am
Input into the doci
sloe CO adopt the
model duritia 79-777

WCIA an eveluation
audit of the project
implenentation (inter-
vention end replica-
(ion strategies) in
live schools indicatu
that the fuilowina
activities end proe-
OSeS werV accom
plishad es nntici-
pstedl

a. The pupil screen-
in. and identifi-
cation process?

b. Me. el instruction-
el upport materials
with identified 1/1.0
student.'

c. Observation of the
operating!) of the L/LD
model by representa-
tives of the cluster
negotiate schools?

d. The adoption-decision
protons in the obser.
ear othoul07

e. DevelOpment of a
atotawide plan for
dissemination of
information about the
model to all Plan A
schools?

For each of 30 Project
FAHJ inacturtionel m1.01-
mistuion, do 8O percent
of target etudents,
otter expeoure to the
project intervention.
demosettete maetery of
802 of the mojor In-
structional objective.
addressed by the mlni-
modules?

ntSIGO I.11n ILCT MI 1975-1'171,

0ES1CN CO.FleURATION

7. Theee process data will
be collected by informal
interview with the Pro=
jecc Director.

8. These &edit (lete will
be collected by informal
interview with pacific
personnel alericiated
with Project Echo: the
Coordinator et each of
the five met sites
(queetions 8s4C). the
Identified edminiatrator
or supervirer Pro* moth
of 25 cluster aesocl-
ate observer *amble
(question 8d), and the
Project Director (ques-
tion Sa). The inter-
view ney be cOnducted
during a Sits visit Or
by telephone.

9. Ilinimodula Me.tery Testa-
eerie. of 10 Criterion-

referenced sealures, esch
designed to teet student
...Story of die major in-
structional objective* of
one of the 30 Project Echo
minimodules. The *ariae
contains ten Magian. WC*
VISES, ten mathematics
test., and ten ecienee
tests.

7. The interview wil
conducted prior to
May 71. 1976.

A. The date collection
schedule woy vary in
different sites. All
data will be Collected
prior tO Hey 31. 1976.

9. for each target student;

X11i1, X202..... X110,

wftere:

X . student exposure co
one of a aeries of
instructiocull mini-
modeles; end

0 . seseesment of objec
mastery.

ye

8ampls: Student samples
consist oi all identi-
fied terget students
who are exposed to one or
ence Project Echo mini-
modules.

CONTINUED ON NEXT PAct

DATA AXALTSZS NODFL

7. Profeel data will te doc-
umented without specl(le
identification of obser-
ver schools. Criterion
will be achieved if one
administestor or super'.
visor fres:each observer
school 1,, considered by

Fyct Director CO
comprehend operation of
the Project Echo modal.

8. Occurrence of mach of
tN protegees identified
in *valuation qto4cion
of tatarest 08 will be
,T-Isidered as ettelOnent

criteria.

9. Correct responees of 802
of the target students
to 802 of tha items of
esch Mastery Test will be
considered indicetive of
military of the major in-
structional objectives of
that minimodule. Io ad-
dition tfa the basic anal-
Ysie model. mastery test
ficiinge will be analyted
by student ate group, max
ethnicity, and test site
to explore end derument
any possible neetery Clf-
feranCee within these
target student subgm4ps.
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OP 1411141-1 10N110 CONYI(.0,A110:.
10000104

hAlA ANALY%7S MULL

lot. 1%.11traitig ill.

.ow I eark 101L111.-
th.nal im101110bilc WW1
At leatil Ilmv students,.
+h. HO pOrvent nit Proj0
Etho teacher. report
Mat

A fortjorlte of the
etudeete demon-
strated interest In
the einlmodule
content?

b. inmtruerional time
requirements Were
not esceaeive

pMDerafton tine re
goiremeetto were not
excessive?

d. thu quaottry Of
esterfale end media
provided Mae suffi-
cient?

.., rho quill/Ey 0 mte.
riele dad medta pro.
vided 019 approPtl-
ate ?

I. t.o astere teat pro-
vided a 011i4 1011-01-
rion of student learn-
'leg?

A. the instructional ob-
jectives uf the mint-
module wore approprl-
ate to the educational
needs of Moat of the
etudente?

h. the Vocabulary and
rpmflois level 01

student books watt at
an appropriate level
for What or the
studtmo

jgadtc_t
short for.4-Irefloying
4 checklist format de.
signed to obtain Maier
reports and perception.
regesding the oe. or Pre-
pat Mho minimoduisa.
Provlslon is made to
allow Open-seds4 temcher
comments and suggestions
for minimedule improve-
most. Completion of
the cheeklist is Antic-
ipated to require 2=5
minutle for **eh mini.
module peed.

1-"r v,ich Pr.1,,O

tv.wher:

X2fI
xn611

wherV:

X . nee of one of e
series of 'unicor-

n.' oloimodules
with five or more
target Students;
arid

0 . completion of
toackev Checlalfmt.

Sample: Teacher sample
conelets of all Pro-
ject Ech0 Clatisroom
fend/or resource room)
teachere Whe nee one
or more minfoodules
with flee or AOAA
target etudents.

19

12

lb. Affirmativr re%ponsee of
fin percent of the ttach-

ers sing earh ProJett
Lebo minimodele to
Teacher Checklist 1LOMS
addressing each Arta of
concern Identified in
dueation of Loterest "10
will be eensideted og
attainment ot criteria.



RKAT OF THIS REPORT

The main body of this report Is organized ar und the 10 elements,

Aions, of the evaluation design which was reproduced on the preceding

pages. For purposes of clarity, each section is given a short title

which descr bes the central focus of that portion of the evaluation.

les used for the report sections are:

1. Academic Achievement

Student Attendance

3. Student Dropouts

4. Parent Involvement

5. Community Information Dissemination

6. Teacher Training

7. Project Echo Dissemination

Activity Audit

9. Instructional Content Mastery

10. Teacher Pe -ceptions

Thes_ sections are in the.same sequence as the 10 elements of the
.

evaluation design. Each page is identified by sectiOn_nUMber and title.

In this way, the reader may quickly locate information about any element

if the design.

Each of the 10 sections of the report contains six or seven parts.

The first four (A-D) are those from the evaluation design. Part E

discusses the implementation of the evaluation design, including actual

ample sizes, any changes'or modifications which were made, and general

procedural descriptions. Part F includes the findings of that section

of the design -- essentially the response to the questIon of interst

20
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ich was posed. Additional or unanticipated findings relative to that

design section may be included. If considered appropriate, a final part,

Technical Attachm nt (Part 0), as prepared. These attachments provide

more detail than is of interest to the casual reader -- e.g., computational

formulae or complex methodologital procedures.

An outline of each report section would conta_n these par s:

A. Evaluation Question of

B. Instrumentation

C. Design Configu ation =e3e1=a=
D. Data Analysis Model

to

E. Design Implementation

F. Evaluation Findings Prepared after the evaluation.

G. Technical Attachment (optional)

The Evaluation Findings part generally contains tabular data present& ion

in addition to a narrative discussion of the findings.

Following section 10 is a brief suaary of major findings and a series

of recommendationsz'

21

14



SECTION I

ACADEMIC ACHIEV. ENT

tion of Interest

Do high school students in each of two cohort samples (see Design

con_iguration), who have been diagnosed as learning disabled and who

exposed to one or more Project Echo instructional sequences in each

of five Texas secondary schools, meet the following expected outcomes:

a. 90 percent of the students will demonstrate a grade
equivalent gain in one or more of the following
academic subjects -- language arts, science, and
mathematics -- at a rate of 0.8 grade equivalents
per year?

b. 75 percent of the students will demonstrate a grade
equivalent gain in one or more of the three subject
areas at a rate of 1.0 grade equivalents per year?

25 percent of the students will demonstrate a grade equivalent
gain in one or more of the three subject areas at a rate
of 1.2 grade equivalents per year?

Instrumentation

Stanford Achievement Test Battery (SATB) -- A comprehensive academic

achievement battery consisting of 10'subscales in four general areas

language arts, mathematics, science, and social studies. Subscale scores

may be expressed as grade equivalents.

Students will be administered the SATB appropriate to their reading

comprehension level as determined during the screening and appraisal process.

The 1964 edition-Form W or the equivalent 1974 edition-Form A may be

administered.

C. Design Configuration

For each of two cohorts within each of five Project Echo test sites:

I 0

whe

XL
X-
-mxs

0
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I identification as a Project Echo target student;

0 -= adminis ration of the SATB; and

exposure CO to one or more instructional sequences
designated by subscript L for language arts, M for
mathematics, and/or S for science.

( i)

Samples: Cohort 1 consi-ts of 16-year-old students who were identif d

as Lb during the spring of 1975. Cohort 2 consists of 15-year-old students

who may be identified as LD in the Fall of 1975 prior to instructional

exposure. Each cohort is anticipated to consist of approximately 50

students in each of five test sites -- a total of approximately 500 students.

D. Data_Analvsis Model

The 217(2itGs_ criterion will be considered to be achieved if each of the

conditions specified in evaluation question of interest #1 are met. The

-lication criterion will be considered to be achieved if the following

SATB results from the pilot test site are duplicated: the following

percentages of pupils demonstra e an average grade equivalent (GE) gain

at the rate of 1.0 GE per year.

Language Arts - 51.0%

Mathematics - 42.3%

Science - 51.4%

E. Design_ Implementation

Project Echo was implemented in five test sites in 1975-76. The size

of both student Cohorts was smaller than anticipated. Two sites did not fully

implement the program with 16-year-old students. The number of stude _s

by site and Cohort who were exposed to one or more Project Echo

instr' ional sequences (Language Arts, Mathematics, and/or Scie ce ) and

who received both administrations of the Stanford Achievement Test were:

2 3
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Site N-Coho__ 1 N-Cohor=

Galveston 0 40

t:rc.nvi]1e 12 14

Laredo 0 36

vlano 29

W. Central Tex. Educa. Co-op. 19

TOTAL 60

32

151

Not all students completed all subtests of the SATB. Students with

incomplete subtests were deleted from analyses involving those subtests;

ther-1-re some reported sample sizes may be less than indicated in the

table above.

Additional information may be found in Technical Attach

r. Evaluation Findings

nt

Cohort 1 students (16-year-olds) achieved two of the _three achievement

objectives. The objective not _et that "...90 percent of the students

will demonstrate a grade equivalent gain in one or more of the following

academie Nubjects -- language arts, science, and mathematics -- at a rate

of 0.8 grade equivalents per year" was very nearly achieved, as 88.33% of

16-year-olds demonstrated that rate of gain in at least one subject

area. The remaining objectives were easily achieved. See Table 2.

A finding beyond the minimum achievement gain criteria was that 30.007:

of the Cohort 1 students exceeded the expected achievement gain rate in

all three of the tested subject areas. An additional 31.67% demonstrated

gains at a rate of 1.0 G.E. or greater per year in 0 of the th ee

a eas addressed by the Echo __ erials. See Table 3.

Cohort 2 students (15-year-olds) exceeded all three achievement gain

objectives: 90.07% had G.E. gain rates of 0.8 G.E. per year in one or more

17
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uiht N 39.407. exceeded a 1.0 C.E. per year rate; and 84.107. surpassed

U-2 C.E. per year in at least one area. See Table 2.

Beyond these findings, it is noted that 16.56% of the 15-year-olds

wade gains at a rateof 1.0 G.E. or greater in all three areas -- Language

\rts, Mathematics, and Science. An additional 41.72% exceeded that rate

least two of the tested subject areas. See Table 3.

In spite of these positive findings, Echo students in b- h Cohoris

did nuiI the erformancgains of those students in the ori inal test

71cana) for the pro ect materials. The percentage of Cohort 1

Nludents with a 1.0 G.E. or greater gain in Science (50.88%) came close

Lu duplicating the 51.4% replication criterion, which was based on the

performance of 15-year-old Corsicana students in 1972-73. All other

percentages fell short of the replication criteria. See Table 4.
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TABLE 2

NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE OF TARGET STUDENTS EXCEEDING STATED GRADE EQUIVALENT GAIN
OBJECTIVES ON THE STANFORD ACHIEVEMENT TEST IN ONE OR MORE OF THREE SUBJECT AREAS

Cohort t

Rate o G.E. Cain

Crater than 0.8 G.E./Year

Greater than 1 0 G.E./Year

CrLater than 1.2 C.E./Year

6-Year-Olds Exceedi- G.E. Gain Criteri

Number

53

53

52

88.33

94;.67

Col

Rate :r G.E. _Gain

Greater than 0.8

(;rLz-ter than 1.0 C.E./Year

Greater than 1.2 G.E./Year

15-Yea -Olds

percent (of 60)

.33

eedin G.F. Ga n rriterion

Number

136

Percent (of 151)

90.07

135 89.40

127 84.10

NOTE Numbers and percentages reported are cumulative and
therefore do not total to.100%.

2 6
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TABLE

NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE OF TARGET STUDENTS EXCEEDING EXPECTED
GRADE EQUIVALENT GAINS ON THE STANFORD ACHIEVEMENT TEST

Cohort 1

All Three Subject Areas

Two )f Three ubject Areas

One ol Three Subject Areas

One or More Subject Areas

Coho-

All T1 ee Subject Ateas
a

Two of Three Subject Areas

One of Th:-- Subject Areas

One or More Subject Areas

NOTES:

a

16YearOlds Exceedin Gain Expecte n

Number

18

19

16

53

Percent ' 60)

30.00

31.67

26 67

88.

Year Olds Exceed Gain Ex ectation
c

Number Percent (of 151)

25 16.56

63 41.72

50 33.11

135 89.40

The three subject areas addressed by the Echo curriculum and tested by the
Stanford are Language Arts, Mathematics, and Science.

Performance criterion was that 75% of students would exceed G.E. gain expectatig
in one or more subject areas.

Expected prade equivalent gain is at the rate of 1.0 grade equivalen per year.

20

2 7



TABLE 4

PERCENTAllE OF TARGET PUPILS DEMONSTRATING AN AVERAGE
GRADE EQUIVALENT GAIN AT THE RATE OF 1.0 G.E./YEAR

IN PROJECT ECHO SUBJECT AREAS

SuIllect Area Percent wtth 1.0 G.E./Year 'ain Rate Replication
Criterion

15-Year-Olds 16-Year-01ds

nguage Arts 33.66 % 33.03 % 51.0 7;

MaL ematicr 34.54 % 37.36 % 42.3 %

Science 32.88 % 50.88 % 51.4 %

28
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SECTION 2

STUDENT ATTENDANCE

A tt on of Interest

Do high school students who are exposed to Project Echo in each of

ve Tey4 ondary schools meet the following expected outc_ les:

. 90 percent of the students will increase their rate
of school attendance by 6% over their previous three-
ye r attendance history?

I . 75 pur_ent of the students wIll increase their rate of
school attendance by 10% over their previous three-year
attendance history?

Groou moan attendance rate of target students will be 6%
higher than the mean attendance rate of nontarge: students
in the same schools during the implementation period?

d. Group mean attendance rate of target students will be 6%
higher than the mean attendance of those students over the
previous three years?

Instrumentation

fl_i2ject _Echo Student Attendance Forms -- Two forms designed for

tabula: ion of attendance data for students. The first _orm is for target

students; the second for a compa '-on sample of students. The following

data will be provided:

Attendance records (days present, days enrolled) for each
of estimated 250 target students in each of two cohort
samples for 72-73, 73-74, 74-75, and 75-76. Same data for

nontarget comparison student samples in each of the
five schools.

Design Configuration

For each of two cohorts within each of five Project Echo test sites:

Target students:

Nontarget sample:

where:

I 0

identification as a Project Echo target student; and

23

2 9



coliection oi specified endance data.

Samp -7 Target students consist of the Cohorts 1 anu 2 samples

ident Hid above. The nontarget sample consi:ts of all other students

of the same age groups in each o_ the five test schools.

Data Analysis_ Model

The criterion will be considered to be achieved if each of the

'-onditions specified in evaluation question of interest #2 are met. The

rpiicition criterIon will be considered met if target student absenteeism

c_ by over their past three-year attendance record.

L. Design implementatic

In each of the five P o :et Echo test sites, attendance information

was ga hered from school attendance records and tra-iferred to the

Pro'et Echo Student_ Attendance Form (see Attachment 5). To provide the

data nooded for analyses, the form requested (1) total days present,

1 days absent, and (3 ) total days enrolled for each Echo student

;Ind Vor a comparison group of students -- those of the same age as Echo

:tudents but not identified as learning disabled. With the exception of

Calvvston where the comparison group was randomly sampled from among non-

Echo students (because of the larg- _tudent population), the comparison

groups consisted of all non-Echo students enrolled in each test school.

Complete attendance data were collected on the following numbers of students.

N-Coho- N-Cotiort2 N7Comparlson

Calveston 47 181

(;1- enville 8 15 244

Laredo 0 24 94

Plano 21 19 537

W. Central Tex. 26
Educe. Co-op.

_644

TOTAL 105 131 1700

24
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_ ita were collected on the 1975-76 16-:fear-olds by school year from

1972-11, and from 1973-74 for the 15-, -olds. Studen who trans, ed

info the s( schools during the baseline period were deleted :rrim

mpnt-iioh tor those years when not enrolled.

nnlpuLot ional fo-- las a c provided in Attachment 2.

Evaluat iii Findings

no test site was tht objective that 90% of the Echo student rnuld

r, rice by 6% over their

history achfoved.

The objective that 75% -f the target students would increase their

attendance by 102 over their prior record was achieved by two Echo student

)croups the Cohort 1 group in Plano (80.95%) and Laredo Cohort 2 students

Acro-s all sites, 69.52% of the 16-year-olds and 60.31% of the

15-y t -olds met or exceeded this objectve. See Table 5.

Iwo Echo student groups had a tendance rates i- 1975-76 which exceeded

that eE non-Echo comparison student- in the same schools. Greenville

Cohort 1 students were present for 94.13% of the total days enrolled while

non-Echo students in Greenville achieved a 93.32% attendance rate. In

(:alveston, the Cohort 2 group exceeded the comparison sample in attendance

by 94.78% to 92.85%. See Table 6. Using th % change formula (Attachment

the Greenville and Galveston Echo groups demonstrated, respectively,

12 117, and 26.99% fewer absences than did their respective comparison

group-- See Table 7.

Galveston I5-year-old target students in 1975-76 equaled their

a tendance rate of the previous 2-year pre-Echo period (94.78%

attendance hut no Echo student group improved their mean attendance

rate. See Table 6.
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Ho roplication cr terion, based on the target group attendance

mont expe_enced in Corsicana in 1972-73, was not achieved by

7')-76 Echo group. Across sites, target student attendance rates

dvt!roaAed for both Cohort 1 (93.86% to 92.48%) and Cohort 2 (94.28Z to

26



TABLE 5

II:RCENTAGE OF ECHO STUDENTS LMPROVING ATTENDANCE IN 1975-76
OVER PREVIOUS ATTENDANCE RECORDS

(J)110

Test _

Iveston

nville

Jus

Mane

t Central Texas
Educational Cooperative

6-Ycar-Olus Exceeding ALtendance 0b1ectie

Number

24 of

4

17 of 21

of 42

Percent

70.59

so.no

80.95

66.67

TOTAL

t

Test Site

1:alveston

2

Laredo

plAflo

Central Texas
Educational Cooperative

TOTAL

NOTES:

_73 of 105 6

15-Year-Olds Exceeding Attendance 0!--ie

Number

24 of 47

11 of 15

20 of 24

10 of 19

14 of 26

79 of 1

Percent

51.'")6

73.33

83.33

52.63

53.85

60 31

decrease in absenteeism over previous record.

criterion achieved
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TAP,LE

PEqCENT ATTENDANCE PA' PPOJECT GROUP AND SITE

Cohort 1 Cohort 2 Compariqon
:Ht_le l91576 - --75 197576 197375 Group

(:alvest n 92.72 93.41 94.78 94.78 92.5

(:rccnvillo 94 13 96.70 90.76 93.31 93.32

1.-irr.t1 90.12 94.56 90 74

l'1:m1) 92.26 95.12 94.49 95.51 94.52

Wrsl Central
Texas Educational 92.08 93.06 92.26 92.79 94.3
Couperative

TOTAL 92.48 93.86 92.92 94.28 13.0
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TABLE 7

PERCENTAGE DIFFERENCE IN ECHO STUDENI ABSENTEEISM RA_
COMTARED FO ABSENTEEISM RATES OF TWO REFERLNCE CROUPS

e -_rence Groups

Cohort

Cohort 1 Prior to
Echo, 1972775_

Non-Echo Compariscn
Group 1975-76

Ivc2stun 1047 1.82

Creenville 77.88 -12.13*

Plano 58.61

West Central fexas .12

Educational Cooperative

TOTAL 22.48

Cohort 2

Reference Grou
Cohort 2 Prior
Echo 1973-15

to Non-Echo Comparison
Group, 1975-76

Galveston 0.00 -26.99*

enville 38.12 38.32

Laredo 81.62 6.70

Plano 22.72 0.55

West Cvntral Texas 7.35 37.23

Educational Cooperative

TOTAL 23.78 16.07

NOTES= Negative percentages ind cate Echo student abs_ _teeism rate -,:as less than

thai of Reference Group.

Asterisk (*) indicates achievement of evaluation criterion.

29



SEC]

STUDENT DROPOUTS

Questioa_oil.Interes

Do high school students who are exposed to Project Echo

lexas secondary schools meet the following expected outcome:

Fhe rate of dropouts among the target students will be 27;
Ius than the dropout rate among students of the same age
.roups in each school over the previous two years?

Instrument-a 'on

Pro'ect Echo Data-Gather' The following data are

provided: In each of five schools for the 75-76 school year, number of

target-groor dropouts, number of target-group enrollees number of non-

t;irgei dropouts and number of nontarget enrollees; and in same schools

10 73-74, and 74-75, number of dropouts and ntmib enrollees

in ta same age range as Project Echo target students.

Vor ench of two cohorts w thin each of five Project Echo test sites:

Targer students I 0

Nontarget sample: 0

wl _e:

1 identification as a Project Echo target student; and

colleciion of speci ied dropout data.

sa les: Target students consist of the Cohorts 1 and 2 samplc-s

identiliod above. The nontarget sample consists of all other students

of the same age gr ups in each of the five test schools.

Da Analysis Model

liii Wect and re lication criteria will be met h achic.vmenl:

2Z decrease in dropout rate as specified in evaluation queStiOn o:

3.
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36



dmplemenration

Ihis rv ion of the Project Echo evalua ion design was Rot fully

ntcd as originally proposed. An unanticipated problem encountered

that available school records in several instances did not oejt

distin4uishing, with co ence in t e data, actual school dronouts from

-Acidrit _rns1err ing to other schools. This was particularly common - th

"older" re,.-( ds. Lack of uniform l -up procedur-- among the -' es when

stailtAlt Lit school for unknown reasons resulted in some data _

Able valid Findings which are reported were b _:ed on verifiable

enrollment and dropout figures for 15-year-olds at four of the Echo

Data which were employed included total populat ns for

1973-74 and 1974-75 and both Echo and non-Echo groups for 1975-76. Dropout

data on Laredo 15-year- lds prior to 1974-75 were lost in a 1974 school fire.

Sufficient data were available to perform dropout comparisons against

iwo reference groups rather than one as originally proposed. These

refernce groups were (I) all 15-year-olds in each site over the previous

2-year period, 1973-75, and (2) non-Echo 15-year-olds in each site dur

[he imple entat on period, 1975-76.

For each student sample, the centage of dropouts from the total

enrollment was computed. In addition, the percentage difference in dropout

rates between the Echo group and the non-Echo comparison groups were

determined. Computational formulas are provided in Attachment 3.

F. Evaluation Findings

Fiften-year-old Project Echo students dropped out of school less

frequently than did either (1) all 15-year-old students enrolled

lo project schools during the 2 years prior to Echo implementation, or

(2) non-Echo 15-year-olds in project schools during the implementation



q-iod. Acros:4 c L,_ eight of 159 Echo students .03%) left school

and did not iiroi I elsewhere durin 1975-76. This dropout percentage

Liv,rahL to the dropout ;,ercentages of the twe reference

irotip mentioned above, which were 6.3574 and 6.05%, ospectively. See

Table X.

Wh 1 the pereLritage diffrericc in Echo student dropout rate was

compar d to the dr pout rates of the two non-Echo groups, the Echo group,

whole, demonstrated a dropout rate 20.79% less than the dropout_

percentage of all 15-year-olds, 1973-75 sample, and 16.86% less than the

drop 1 pe ntag of non-Echo students during 1975-76. Most of this

difference was accounted for h- the Echo group in Galveston, none of whom

upped ow f ciaol during the implementation period. See Table 9.
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TAELE 8

STUDENT DROPOUT TA SUMMARY BY GROUP AND SITE

;alveston r

Echo 15-Yr.-Olds,
1975-76

Non-Echo 15-
r.-Olds, 1975-76

All 5-1.-01ds,
1973-75 Avragc.

48 1023 0Enr llment

No. Dropouts 58.5

X Dropouts '.10 6Th 5.

Laredo
]

43 207 544Enrollment

;). Dropools 5 25
__

X Dropouts 11.63 12 0 10

Plano
I

35 466 242.5Enrollment

No. Drop u _ 26 4

% Dropouts 5.7 5_ 5.77

Wct roxas Central.
Educat'onal Goopurative

33 403 410.5Enr _lmont

No. Dropo --, .

i.7 Dropouts .03 sr-----

TOTAL

159 2099 2169Enrollm-nt

No. Dropouts

----------------------------
8 127 139

Dr pouts 5.03 6.05 6.
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TABLE 9

PERCENTAGE DIFFERENCE IN ECHO STUDENT DROPOUT RATE
COMPARED TO DROPOUT RATES OF TWO NON-ECHO REFERENCE GROUPS

ECHO Groups

Reference_Grou
Non-Echo 15-Yr.-Olds,
1975-76

All 15-Yr.-Olds,
1973-75

Galveston -100.00* -100.00*

Laredo -5.44* +10.97

Plano +2.33 -1.04

West Central Texas +1.68 +31.17
Educational Cooperative

TOTAL -16.86* -20.79*

NOT S: Negative percentages indicate Echo student dropout rate was less than that
of Comparison students.

Asterisk ( ndicates achievement of evaluation criterion.

4 0
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SECTION 4

PARENT INVOLVEMENT

uestion of Intere

Do 80 percent of the parents of identified Project Echo target

students in each of five schools attend 80% of the project's scheduled

parent involvement activities during the project implementation

period?

B. instrumentation

Parent involvement Activity Registe The following data are

provided: For each of five schools, number of parents of target students,

number of planned parent involvement activities, and number of parents

of target students in at endance at each activity.

C. Design Configuration

For each Parent Involvement Activity at each test site:

X 0

X planned activity; and

collection of attendance information.

For this section of the design, "parent attendance" is defined as the

physical presence of one or more adult members of the household in which

a target student resides.

O. Data Analysis Model

The pro criterion will be met if 80 percent of the target students'

parents attend 80 percent of planned Parent Involvement activities. No

replication criterion will be applied.

E. Design Implementation

Evaluation question of Interest 1/4 was predicated on the assumption that
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ooch Nitv --would conduct, dur trig the p: -Implemen ation period (when

eening Ind appraisal was e nduct d) and during the Implementation period

(when Echo materials were used with identified target students), a ser

of group activities meetings, info-__ation session, etc.) for parents

f those students identified as learning disabled and enrolled in the

project. The anticipated series _f group activities did not occur at

each site. The general pattern for conducting parent involvement activities

was to conduct one general information session for parents early in the

project and followup with piodic individual parent contacts during

the school year. This modification of the parent involvement implementation

plan was suggested and approved in a meeting of Site Coordinators and the

Project Echo Advisory Committee (August 12, 1975). The rationale for the

change was that individual parent contacts would provide a more effective

approach to -ommunication with parents of target students than would large

group sessions. Only Lar do and Plano conducted more than one general session;

Galveston used only individual contacts. Because of the modified approach

to parent inv lvement activities s portion of the evaluation design

could not he implemented as originally proposed. Other data, which were

available, do provide indicators regarding the effects of parent involvement

activities. The data are discussed in the following section.

F. Evaluation Findings

All Project Echo test sites reported contacts with at least one of

the parents of every identified Project Echo target student in 1975-76.

At the minimum hese parents were provided a description of the project

and its goals, information about learning disabilities, and specific

edback regarding the process deficits identified in their child during

the extensive pre-implementation screening and appraisal process. los
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parents were provided information about the academic progress of their

child during the course of the implementation period. Most contacts

h4twcvn Echo staff members and parents were by telephone (approximately

ono-third of which were estia ted by Site Coordinators to have been

par .nt-initiated calls). Individual parent confe ences were the next

most frequent mode of con act -- followed by parent attendance at a

planned group meeting.

Four sites had at least one general meeting for all parents of Project

Echo students. Attendance figures were: Greenville, 34 parents attended

one meet ng; Laredo, an average of 27.2 parents attended five meetings;

Plano, an average of 17.2 parents attended six meetings; and West Central

Texas Educational Cooperative, 39 parents attended one mee ing. In Laredo

and Piano, where multiple group meeting_ were conducted, the largest parent

attendan.2 at any one meeting was 53 and 50, respectively.

4 3
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SECT[ON 5

COMMUNITY INFORMATION DISSEMINATION

A. Question _of_Interest

Do representatives of business firms and civic organizations in each

of the five Texas communities in which Project Echo is implemented attend

one of two project informatIon dissemination conferences conducted by the

Local pro e_ staff?

i. Instrumentation

Pro ect Echo Dissemination_Conference.Reg_ster -- The following data

are provided: Records of the occurrence and attendance at information

disseminatton conferences conducted f or representatives of business and

civic organizations in five communities.

Design Configuration

lor each Dissemination Conference at each test site:

X 0

where:

X - DissemInatIon Conference; and

= collection of attendance info ion.

P. Data Analysis Model

The project and replication criteria will be achieved if two Disse ination

Conferences are conducted.

E. Design Implementation

Project Echo information dissemination conferences were conducted at

three of the five test sites. In Galveston and Plano, local school

adminis rators preferred not to conduct such conferences because of

uncertainty about the district being able to continue support of the project

after the 1975-76 school year.
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F. Evaluation Find,y_lks_

The_project_and replication criteria were achieved at the three

Echo Lest sites which elected to conduct _information dissemination

conferences for re resentatives of local business firms and civic

organizations. In these sites a total of 33 sessions were conducted

in which 1,i58 individuals were provided information about learning

disabilities, Project Echo, and the local school district's participation

in the project. See Table 10.

In addition LO the provision of Project Echo information via these

confer nces, the local newspapers at two sites published feature articles

regarding Project Echo for their readers.

4.)
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TABLE 10

OCCUP FNCE OP AND ATTENDANCE AT INFORMATION DISSEMINATION
CONFERENCES CONDUCTED AT THREE PROJECT ECHO TEST SITES

Site

Number of
Sesslons

Total
Attendance

Average
Attendance

Greenville 8 313 39.12

Laredo 10 252 25.20

West Central Texas 15 593 39.53
Educational Cooperative

TOTAL 1 158 35.09



SECTION 6

TEACHER TRAINING

A. Quest. on of Interest

Do class oom teachers who implement Project Echo instructional

Minimodules in five schools demonstrate attainment of the concepts

presented in the Process Orientation Module

B. Instrumentation

Process Orientation Module Criterion-Referenced Measures -- instruments

designed to determine attainment of concepts presented in the teacher

entation to Project Echo.

C. Desi-nCorration

Within each project test s e:

where:

X 0

exposure to process orientation modules; and

0 assessment of concept attainment.

The sample consists of classroom teachers of identified target students

who use Language Arts, Math:- ics, and/or Science Minimodules in five

Texas schools.

D. fj_tAnlysis_Model

The project criterion will be met if project teachers denonstrare

-tainment of an average of 80 percent of module concepts presented. There

is no replication er terion as the process orientation modules :e not

employed in the pilot test site.

E. Desi-n 1m iementation

At none of the Project Echo test sites were the Process Orientation

Modules used with Echo teachers as they were designed to be used. The
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must preval son wis th amount Of time required for complete

Implementati I HI

!wing the spring of 1975, prior tO the use of Echo materials in the

classroom, aLl teacher_ who would be using the materials were exposed to

Lions of the training modules. Since the complete Modules were not used,

the Project Training Coordinator elected not to administer the Criterion-

Referenced. Measures as originally planned.

E. Evaluation Findin s

As previously indicated, the _Process Orientation_Module_Crlterion-

nced Measures were not administered at any test site. No data are

available from other sources to indicate teacher attainment of concepts

presented in the modules.

4 8
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A. Om A ion

tin administrator_ and/or supervisors from the 25 observer Schools

demonstrate compr hension of information regarding the components and

operation of Project Echo as implemented in five schools, which is

considered by the Pro ect Director as information useful as input into

decision to adopt the model during 76-77?

B. Instrentatjon

These process data will be collected by ±nforml interview with the

Project Director.

C. Design Configuration

The interview will be conducted prior to May 31, 1976.

D. Data Anal sis Model

Process data will he documented without specific identification

observer schools. Criterion will be achieved if one administrator or

supervisor from each observer school is considered by the Project Director

to comprehend operation of the Project Echo Model.

E. Destgn Implementation

To test th_ dissemination strategy that poten ial adopters of a complex

product (i.e., Project Echo) are mor: likely to decide to adopt that product

if their information about the product is based on personal observation, each

of the five Project Echo test sites was asked to identify five other school

districts or cooperatives to observe the implementation of the project.

SECTION 7

PROJECT ECHO DISSEMINATION

The observer schools that were ident lied by the five Echo sites are

indicated In Table 11-

Representatives of observer schools were provided the opportunity

47
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to visit the respective Echo test s tes in order to obtain an overview

ol the project, examine the materials, observe use of Echo products and

procedures in a classroom setting, and question local project staff

members about the project.

Information regarding this portion of the evaluation was obtained

in int rviews with the Echo Project Director on May 17 and June 14 and 16,

1976. Supplementary data were obtained via a Site Coordinator Debriefing

instrument co pleted by each of the five Si e Coordinators in June 1976.

I. Evaluatioo Findings

At least one representative from each observer school visited an Echo

e at least once bet een February 1976 and May 1976. Manytes

returned for a follow-up observation -- often bringing other persons from

their school district.

Most Iregently, the observers were -4ther Directors of Special EducarLon

tor their district or high school principals. Other observers included

ho 1 Superintendents, School Board members, Curriculum Directors, Secondary

Teachers, and Educational Diagnosticians.

in a series of interviews near the end of the project, the Echo Project

Director expressed the feeling that 80-90% of the observer school

presentarives had obtained sufficient understanding of the project on which

to base an adoption-decision. The remaining observers were considered_

to hav a good understanding of the instructional materials, but did not

lolly comprehend the purposes or operation of other Echo components e.g.

the instructional management system and the screening and appraisal process.

Written comments of the Site Coordinators in response to items in a Site

Coordinator Debriefing instrument verify these observations.
_
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TABLE 11

OBSERVER SCHOOL DISTRICTS SELECTED BY ECHO TEST SITES

Observers nt Galveston ISD:8

Alvin LSD

Beaumont ISD

Goose Creek 1SD Baytown)

La Marque ISD

Spring Branch ISD Hous on

Texas City ISD

Observers at_Laredo

Brownsville 1SD

Kdinburg ISD

Mercedes ISD

Weslaco _LSD

Zapata 1SD

Observers _at Greenville ISD_:

Commerce ISD

Denison ISD

Irving ISD

Red River Cooperative
(Clarksville

Wylie ISD

Observer- at Plano ISM_

Carrolton-Farmers Branch ISD

Denton ISD

Garland ISD

Richardson ISD

Sherman ISD

Observers_atMest_ Central Texas Educational Coo-erative

Abilene ISD

Divide ISD (Nolan

Hermleigh ISD
b

L- -aine ISD-

Snyder ISD

NOTES:
aGalvesron ISO identified six observer school districts.
hMembers of the West Central Texas Educational Cooperative.
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SECTION 8

ACTIVITY AUDIT

A. Lution_ of interest

Does an evaluation audit of the project implementation (intervention

and replication strategies) in five schools indicate that the following

activities and processes were accomplished as anticipated:

a. The pupil screening and identification process?

Use of instructional support materials with identif ed
LAD students?

c. Observation of the operation of the L/LD model by
representatives of the cluster associate schools?

d. The adoption-decision process in the observer schools?

e. Development of a statewide plan for dissemination of information
about the model to ail Plan A schools?

B. Instrumentation

These audit data -ill be collected by informal intervieue with specific

personnel associated with Project Echo: the Coordinator at each of the

five test sites (questions a-c), the identified administrator or supervisor

From each of 25 cluster associate observer schools (question d), and the

Project Director (question e). The IntervIews may be conducted during

visits or by telephone.

C. Design Confi uration

The data collection schedule may vary in different sites. All data

w 11 be collected prior to May 31, 1976.

D. Data Analysis Model

OcCurence of each of the processes identified in evaluation question

of intorest 118 will be co_:idered as attainment of criteria.
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E. I)";iuluipiementatioii

IIio in uld l Lon to providing a t na 1 of supplementary

instricti-nnl trial rr ials designed for use with secondary learning

di -bled tIer1t. afforded an opportunity to implement several non-

instructional intervention and replication strategies. This portion of the

project evaluation provides an audit of several activitIes which were

p ned to occur in conjunction with the p_ ject.

ious audit data were collected in meetings and during on-site

and/or telephone interviews :ith a large number of project participants,

including the Project Director, members of the Project Echo statewide

AdvIsory Committee, all Site Coordinators and Echo teachers and aides,

four of the five superintendents at the Echo test sites, all test site

principals and Special Education directors, and samples of Echo target

students and observer school representatives. tten feedback from the

Site Coordinators was available via a debriefing instrument whit h the

Coordinators completed in June 1976.

I. Evaluation Findin s

Screenin and Appraisal. In all five Echo test sites a screening and

raisal process was conducted to identify groups of learning disabled

students with whom the Echo instruction materials would be used. Cohort 1

students (16-year-olds in 1975-76) were identified during the spring

semester of 1974-75 -- at which time they were 15-years-old. The Cohort 2

groups (15-year-olds in 1975-76) went through the screening and appraisal

process early in the 1975-76 school year.

The process as designed and imple-ented was a multistage effort which

sought to identify th se students who fell within guidelines specified by

the Texas Education Agency to define a learning disabled udent (Administra-
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iive_Cuide and Handbook to Special Education, Bulletin 711). The first

stage of the process, screening, involved analysis of data on all I -year-

olds in each test school to identify those soidents with possible learning
-

deficits. This identified subg _up then received in-depth appraisal( )

in tho deficit area(s) indicated by the sc eening. Those whose learning

dc t i s were ver[fied by the appraisal provided the _arget sludent groups

E-ho intervention.

The sc--- ing and appraisal process, as implemented to ident fy Cohort

I _ udents, was quite elaborate (See Attachment 4). An attempt was made to

make operational a standardized procedure for identification of target

students. Primarily because of the time required for _omplete implementa-

tion and resulting scheduling conflicts, the screening and appraisal process

was streamlined before the Cohort 2 groups were identified. This was

generally accomplished by us_ of some assessment information already

contained in school records (rather than administering additional

instruments) and through a teacher referral process.

Use of Instructional Materials, The Language Arts and Mathematics

minimodules were used more extensively with target students than were

Science minimodules. Reports from Echo teachers and Site Coordinators

indicate that the Language Arts minimodules are more easily integrated into

the normal Language Arts curriculum presented to ninth and tenth grade

students. Several target students were enrolled in Algebra classes, and

the Mathematics minimodules (designed to supplement a pre-algebra general

math program) were of limited use to those students. The Science minimodules

designed for use with students in Physical Science curriculum; however

almost half of the target students were enrolled in Biology and did not
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us any of the Science minimodules.

The Ech,1 minimodules were more frequently used with Cohort 2 students

th the 16-year-old Cohort 1 students. Many of the

older ,Aud nti were enrolled in classes for which minimodule content was not

dirLcLly app I.icab1. In Laredo, no Cohort I students were exposed to the

io mjnimodules during 1975-76. In that district, ninth and tenth grade

,tudents atti,nd classes on different campuses. Resources were net available

lo implement Echo at b_ h locations, so the decision was made to focus all

( (forts on the 15-year-olds, the age group for whom the materials wore

;irig -ily designed.

The differential extent of use of the minimodules across the five

_ sit is difficult to assess. The subjective impressIons of the

ProjecL Director and Project Evaluator, who visited all sites on mult ple

occasions, were that the greatest extent of use wag in Laredo and the least

in Plano.

Echo minimodules were used in a variety of instructional situations --

most prevalent pattern was use with a small group of students in a main-

stream classroom with the Echo teacher assisting the mainstream teacher.

on, the entire class -- both Echo and non-Echo students used

the mute.ials. Some individual minimodule use in a resource room setting

occurred par i.ularly in Colorado City and Galveston.

Observation b Cluster Associates. As indicated in a previous sec ion

(pages 47-48) reresentatIves observer school distr cts Cluster Associates)

(lid investigate Project Echo by observing p oject operations In the test

schools. Site Coordinators provided several means by which observers

could obtain information about the project. These included invitations

ve the materials in classroom use, to attend training sessions

54

5 5



provided i tcSt mainstream teachers, to view a slide-tape Pro_iect Echo

overvi w, to review Echo products, and to participate in question-and-

answer sessions with Echo teachers. Two sites prepared periodic newsletters

aid desc lotive corresporideace for their observers. Presentations were

made or observer school sites by two Echo Site Coordinators.

Adoption-Decision Process. As of June 1976, some consideration
_ _ _

regard i ng thia_possible 1976-77 ad_a_t_12n of_ all or _part of _Projçt Echo had

occurred in all observer districts. Of the 26 ohs° ver groups, 12 had

indie d a decision had been reached -- 11 in favor of adoption and one

reje-ri-n. The remaining 14 were undecided at that time or had .ixe

leclit _ut various components of the project. General reactions

observers were stronely favorable views regarding al

modules and parent involvement effects, with least favorable reaction regard-

the Project Echo screening and appraisal process.

State ide Diss ination Plan. In June 1976, a proposal seeking funds

for Project Echo dissemination activities was prepared and submitted to the

Bureau of Education for the Handicapped by Education Service Center, Region

XII, in Waco. The disposition of this proposal is not currently known.

Sufficient quantities of the final revision of the Echo instructional

materials ar being prepared to prov de copies to all Echo test schools, the

observer schools which desire them, and all 20 of the state's regional

Education Service Centers. Materials in the Service Centers will he

available to school districts on a loan basis.

_ coordi_ated plan for creating Project Echo a arene-- among potentia

adopter_ has be_n imp1emented however, several independent efforts have

occurred -- e.g., a presentation at the convention of the Texas Council
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ior VAcoptional Children (Houston, July 1976) and a feature article in

ci-TitorloLD, a mo.- hly publication of the National Learning Disabilities

Aqsistance Project.

5
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A.

SECTION 9

INSTRUCTIONAL CONTENT MASTEkY

For each of 30 Project Echo instructional minimodules, do 8 cent

of ta- __ students, after exp sure to the project intervention, demonstrate

mastery of 80% of the major instructional objectives addressed by the

minimodules?

LL Instrumentation

Minimoduic Mas e_ Tests -- a series of 30 criterion-referenced measures,

eact designed to tcst student mastery of the ins_-uctional objectives

fd- one of th 30 Project Echo minimodules. The sorie- contains 10

language arts tests, 10 mathema_its tests, and 10 science tests.

I2(110CL)nfiguration

Vor each target student:

X101, X202,...,Xn0

whel

student exposure to one of a series of instructLonal minimodules;
and

= assessment of objective master.

ample: Student samples consist of all identified target students who

are exposed to one or more Project Echo minimodules.

P. Data Anal_ sis Model

ect responses of 80% of the target stude= _o _ the items of

each Mastery Test will be considered indicative of mastery of the major

instructional objectives of that minimodule. In addition to the basi

analysis model, mastery test findings will be analyzed by student age group,

sex, ethnicity, and test site to explore and document any possible mastery
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differences within these target student subgroups.

kel,_sign Implementation

Arts,

The 30 Project Echo minimodules -- 10 each in the areas of Language

hernatics, and Science -- were made a:ailable in five test sites

for sup lementary instructional use with identified learning disabled studen

Fach of the original minimodules was designed -ith an accompanying criterion-

referenced Mastery Test for post-instructional administrat on to assess

student attainment of the major instructional concepts presented. Three

30 test i uments were judged by external reviewers to be in-

adequate measures of mastery and were deleted from the version of the materials

tested in 1975-76. Data from the remaining 27 instruments were collected

to prOv'd indicators of the effectiveness of the minimodules in trans-

, instructional content. The primary p _pose of the data collection

was to provide formative information for a final revision of the minimodules

prior to the end of the project's funding period. The primary analysis

procedure was determination of the proportion of target students

responding correctly to each item of each Mastery Test. In that manner, con-

cepts not attained a ter instruction (i.e. , items missed by a large

percentage of students) could be identified and the corresponding content

in the minimodule strengthened or clarified during revision.

F. Evaluation f:inding

Analysis of :11e Echo Mastery Test data was quite involved. Over 20,000

ces of data were received. Prior to summarizing the general findings,

two major cautions are advised:

Because final revision of the minimodules began prior
to the end of the implementation period, analyses of
Mastery Test results often were conducted based on data
available at the time the revision of a specific mini-
module began. Mastery tests subsequently received from
that minimodule were not included.
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Itp in many instances the minimodules were used in mainst :am
classrooms with both Echo and non-Echo students. When Mastery
Tests were administered to both groups, teachers were
instructed to return both sets for analysis (to provide an
tridication of utility of the materials for a group other than
the (me for which the materials 1,!-n.e designed). Some Mastery

--eived for which grL-p designation (Echo or non-
Echo) could not he distinguished. These data were omitted from
analysis.

r_

modulo which had positive effects in one site freQuently fared less well

in anther location. M nimodules indicated to be most successful were:

Language Arts IV, V, VII, and X; Mathematics I, II, IV, and V; and Science

(See tables 12-14, in the following section).

previously indicated, three minimodules did not contain Mas ery

Mastery Test resul were greatly divergent. A mini-

the!=;0 were science V, IX, Data from three other mi aides

not analyzed hecause of the samll number of students (less than 15)

wto wcro exposed to the minimodule and who completed the Mastery Test. The

deleted minimodules were Mathematics IX and Science II and IV.

Irends in the data were not strong enough to suggest any significant

mastery differences as a function of student age, sex, or ethnicity.

Prformance differences on specific minimodules were frequently noted

between sites but no strong patterns were located when data were examined

across minimodules.

Consideration of Mast ry Test findings in conjunction with data

nbtainod via the Teacher Checklist (r ported in the following section)

reveals that the most effective minim dules tend to be more positively

rated by teachers and to have received more pupil exposure tim: mean

exposures of 4.38 hours per student vs. 3.83 hours per student).
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F,)11 owi ng c1as

SECTION 10

TEACHER PERCEPTION

use of each instructional minimodule with at

ltas five students, do 80 percent of P o ect Echo teachers report that:

a. a majority of the students demonstrated interest
in the minimodule content?

h. instructional time requirements were not excessive?

preparation time requirements were not exceqgivo?

d. the quantity of materials and media provided was sufficient?

e. the quality of materials and media provided was appropriate?

f. the mastery test provided a valid indication of student
learning?

g. the instructional objectives of the mintmodule were appropriate
to the educational needs of ::.ost of the students?

the vocabulary and reading level of student books was at
an appropriate level for most of the students?

B. instrumentation

a her Checklist a short form, employing a checklist format, designed

to obtain t acher reports and perceptions regarding the use of Project Echo

minimodules. Provision is made to allow open-ended teacher comm--ts and

suggestions for minimodulc improvement. Completion of the checklist is

anticipated to require 2-5 minutes for each minimodule used.

C. Deaign Confi uration

For each Project Echo teacher:

whe

X
1
0 , X 0 ,XnOn
1

X ,---- use of one of
more target s

a series of instructional minimodules with five or
udents; and
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completion ol Teacher Checklist.

.imple: Tea -mple consists of all Project Echo classr

resoa room) teachers who use one or mor- minimodules with five

,)r- more targct students.

Data Analysis Moth

irmati p_nses of 80 percent of the teachers using each Project

i:cho minimod -le to Teacher Checklist items addressing each area of

concern identified in question of interest #10 will be considered as

iatainment of criteria.

Dce7.11n_lmIlementation

_hers who used Proje-t Echo minimodules were requested to complete

itcher CiiLcklLsC after completing instruction
.with each minimodule. The

requested b th objective information (e.g., the amount of teacher

preparation tIme required before classr- m use) and subjective impressions

of the teachers (e.g. , perceived quali y of minimodule materials). In

addition, provision was made for unstructured teacher comments and/or

suggestions regarding the minimodule.

As with the collection of mastery data, this portion of the design

was implemented primarily to obtain formative information for use in final

revision of the minimodules. For this reason, teachers were urged to be

crjtital of the materials so that the minimodule revision tear would be

:)rovided information about the relative strengths and weaknesses of each

mtnimodule.

Echo materials -ere often used in mainstream classrooms by non-Echo

achers. Most of these teachers completed a checklist for each minimodule

used. These data were sepa ately reported to the revision team for fo
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purposes but are not included in this report. Teacher checklist dF:a are

Likewise riot reported on three minimodules which were used with fewc!r.

an 15 students each. These are Mathematics IX and Science II and IV.

Evaluat ion Findin s

Echo teachers were generally pos ve in their perceptions of the min

modules. Of the 27 minimodules judged by the teachers, 25 received high

marks for the quality of the materials and 21 were considered as using

vocabulary at an appropriate level for most of the students. The teachers

we,re _ell ple--ed wih the appror._

objectives tor the needs of the st-dents. Only

. the instructional

of the minimodules had

objectives which were considered appropriate by SO% or more of the teachers.

three mininioduls L: guage Arts VII and X, and Mathematics IV == were

rated highly on all eight dimensions on which teachers were asked to provide

judgments. At the other extreme, the Mathe-atics VIII minimodule rated

highly on only two of the eight dimens ons. Specific findings bv minimodule

and objective are ohntained in Tables 12, 13, and 14.

Table 15 summarizes teacher percep by subject area (across

minimodules) regayding each of eight dimensions of concern. Application

of the predefined evaluative criter - indicates that theLant

Mathematics minimodules each achieved criteria on six dimensions. Criteria

were achieved on thre- dimensions b the Science minimodules.

Other data from the Teacher Checklists provide several intere ng

observations. More students were exposed to Mathematics minimodules, but

more average instructional time was devoted to Language Arts minimodules.

Teachers reported much greater teacher preparation time required for use

of the science minimodules. These data are summarized in Table 16.
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-1A ULF: 12

ArlAINMFAT OF (MILCTIVES Lt,":CHACI-. ARTS MINIMODULES

LANCPAr:V. APIS MINIMODULE

I. Critical Thinking as Applied
to Propaganda-Part

-es Attained
a

A

V

Critical Thinking as Applied
to Propaganda-Part II V V V

III. Following Dire, tions V V / V

IV. Vinding the lain idea in
Printed Materiabi V V V V

V. Yf-! / / / /
Vt. Scntonce Patterns V V

vii. How to Read o Newspaper V V V V V

VIII. Friendship: Two Sides
of the Coin

IX. Tune-in to Listening

X. Words and How They Relate
to Each Other

a

A 80Z of students will demonstrate mastery f instructional object ves.

o 80% ot teachers report satisfactory pupil interest in minimodule.

c 80Z of teachers report that instructional time requirements were not excessive.

o 80% of teacherS report that quantity of -_ate ials was sufficient.

E - 80% of teacherS report that quail y of materials was appropriate.

80% of teachers report that mastery test was valid indicator of learning.

- 80% of teachers report that instructional objectives were appropriate to
student needs.

H - 80% of teachers report that vocabulary leve student text was appropriato.

t 88% of teachers report that reading level of student text was appr priz e.

6 1
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TABLE 13

ATTAINMENT OF OBJFCTIM; "ATHT=7"A.TTrq MINIMODITLF.0

Ob'ectives Attaiped
MINIMODULE

I. P,r-ional

II. nilving a Car

ill. Car Insurnnec

IV. The Cost of Oporating
a Car

V. CiAr Rontal

VI. Thc Use of Charts
and Graphs Part

VII. The Use ot Charts and
Grnphs Part II

',Ali. Credit Financing

IX. Yon be the Teacher

X. Auditory Mathematics

f_.<1 to 0_bjectives

I / / / /

/ v' / I/ V /

V/ / y v

/

(insufficie7t data available for analysis due to limited use.)

A - 80% of students will demonstrate mastery of 80% of instructional objectives.

g 80% of teachers report satisfactory pupil interest in minimodule.

C 80% of teachers report that instructional time requirement _e-- not excess ve.

- 80% of teachers report that quantity of materials was sufficient.

E - 80% of teachers report that quality of materials was appropriate.

E 80% of teachers report that mastery test was valid indicator of learning.

- 80% of teachers report that instructional objectives were appropriate to
student needs.

R - 80% of teachers report that vocabulary level of student text was appropriate.

I 80% of teachers report that reading level of student text was appropriate.

6 5
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TARLE 14

LNI )1' hi: IiClIVE SC IENCE MEN LMODuLES

Ob'ectIves

Ili, 'Lion as a iooJ
Learning VI

f. inc S'istem Linear
surement

ilt. Metric Svstem Weight
and Volume Measurement

IV. ft-) 2rvations as a Tool
of Science

ained

VI

ufficient data availahle for analysis due
to limited use.)

(Insufficient data available for analysis due
to limited use.)

V. Using Problem Solving / VI

VI. Simple Mach nes as Tools

VII. Simple MachInes with
Rotary Motion

VIII. Useful Work

IX. Recognizing Cause-
Effect Relationships

X. edicting Outcomes

-Kty to Oh ectives

A - 80% of students will demonstrate mastery of 80% of instructional objectives.

R 80% of teachers report satisfactory pupil interest in minimodule.

807= of teachers report that instructional _ _e requirements were not excessive.

I 80% of tuachers report that quantity of materials was sufficient.

E - 80% oi teachers report that quality of materials was appropriate.

- 80% of teachers report that mastery test was valid indicator of learning.

80% of teachers report that instructional objectives were appropriate to
student needs.

II - 80% of teachers report that vocabulary level of student text was appropriate.

1 - 80% of teachers report that reading level of student text was appropriate.

Mioim_dute did not contain Ma- -ry Test
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TABLE 15

SUMX OF TEACHER PERCEPTIONS REGARDING ECHO MiNtMODULES

Echo Minimodule

LaaB1-1212-1
Areas

Science

,ach

Pupil interest perceived
"Advgwao" or "high" 70.69 83.54 64.71

Instructional time required
wa!-i "ahaut right" for most
students 86.21b 8n.00b 81.25b

tv of materials included
was "about right" 93. 70.89

4, y of materials was "adequate"
collent" 100.00 93.05

5. Mastery test was "adequate" or
xcellont" 87.50 93=15 41.LS

6.) Instructional objectives at
"appropriate" level 84.48b 78.95 70.39

7.) Vocabulz_y level in student
oxt was "appropria 36b 90,79

8.) ailing level of student text
WAS "appropriate" 78.95 . 37

NOT ES

PC centages are averaged across minimodules in each content area.

Criterion acbleved.

6 7
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TABLE 16

COMPARISON OF SELECTED PROJECT ECHO MINI _ODLE
IMPLEMENTATION VARIABLES BY SUBJECT AREA

Var1-1 le l'13.TguaV_Arts Mathematics

Average number of students
exposed to each minimodule

Averag pupil instructional
time in minutes per minimodule

142.9

253

179.7

246

141.6

155

Average teacher preparation
in minutes per

minimodule

6 8
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SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Overall, the effects of Project Echo intervention on secondary level

Learning disabled students are considred positive. A beneficial influencf,,

on academic achievement in the subjert areas addressed by the instructional

component was noted. Echo target students dropped out of school dut _g the

intervention period at a rate less than would be expected but did not

imp ove their attendance rates as desired.

Two Project Echo components, parent involvement and teacher training,

were not fully implemented as proposed, but increased levels of parent-

school communidation were found at all sites and a majority of the Echo

teachers demonstrated the ability to effectively implement the program

after having received only po tions of the teacher training.

The sreening and apprai al process was accomplished -- as proposed,

for the identification of Cohort 1 students, and with mod fications, for

Cohort 2. Scheduling difficulties and excessive time requirements were

still noted as negative features of the p- cess.

The effects of the observer school dissemination strategy, which

provides project info_ _ion to a network of preselected potential

adopters, is inconclusive at this t _e.

Project Echo teacher- were generally positive i: their perceptions

regarding the appropriateness of the minimodules for learning disabled

students. Teachers who used the Language Arts and Mathematics materials

reported more positive feelings than did teachers using the Science mini-

modules.

The implementation and evaluation of Project Echo at five nPw

test sites has identified both strengths and weakness s of the products

69
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and processes which resulted f co the Corsicana Pra ect. All findings are

not conclusive, however' they are based on data gathered from a very small

portion of the intended target audience in a limited number af sites. This

study neve_theless does tend to indi-ate that Pra act Echo_ is re.licable

with a potential for beneficial influence omthe education of learning

disabled students.

An endeavor such as Project Echo invariably st mulates the asking

of questions not previously conceived and generates ideas for spin-off

ects among the project's planners, participants, and observers. A

series of recommendations, based on questions and ideas resulting from

Project Echo, will conclude this report.

I) The development of additional instructional minimodules --
in more subject areas and for learning disabled students of
other age groups -- should be seriously considered.

The screening and appraisal process, though imperfect, addresses
a need of Texas Plan A schools for a reliabie and valid means
for diagnosis of learning disability. Further study is
warranted.

3) The long-term effectiveness of Project Echo's observer school
approach, as a strategy for dissemination of educational
products and processes, should be investigated through a series
of follow-up surveys conducted for the next several years.
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TECHNICAL ATTACHMENTS

1. Academic Achievement

2. Student Attendance

3. Student Dropouts

4. Screening and Appraisal

5. Data Collection Forms
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ATTACHMENT 1

ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT

To provide an achievement battery appropriate to the reading level of

each identified learning disabled student, three different SATB forms were

u ed. The form selected for each student was based on that student s

reading comprehension grade equivalent (G.E.) as determined by the Stanfo d

Diagnostic Reading Test administered as a part of the screening and appra sal

process. Those with reading comprehension G.E.'s of 5.5 or lower were

administered the SAT Intermediate Level 1 Battery (Int.-1). The SAT

Intermediate Level 2 Battery (Int.-2) was administered to students with

a reading comprehension G.E. between 5.6 and 7.0, while those h G.E.'s

of 7.1or higher received the SAT Advanced Level Battery (Adv.). The

number of students tested with each form as:

SATB Form N7Cohort 1 N-Cohort 2

lnt-1 16 48

Int.-2 16 78

Adv.

TOTAL 60 151

The SATB Int.-1, Int.-- and Adv. Forms consist of 10, 9, and 8 subtests,

respectively, as follows:

Languae Arts Int.-2 Adv,

Word Meaning V

Paragraph Meaning V

Spelling V

Word Study Skills V

Language V
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Mathematics Int,-1

Computation

Concepts

Applications

Soeial_Studies

Science

Adv.

Since the Word Meaning and Word Study Skills subte- s do not appear

on all SATB fos, student sample sizes are reduced for these subtests.

For understanding the findings regarding question of interest 1, it

important to distinguish between absolute grade equivalent gain and rate of

e equivalent gain. Absolute gain is the ar thmetic difference between

grade equiv lent values obtained at two different times, i.e., posttest G.E.

minus p-etest G.E. Rate of grade'equivalent gain considers the absolute

gain in relation to the time difference (expressed in G.E. units) between

the pretest and posttest administrations. As the actual time difference between

SATB administrations for Echo students varied between four months and eight

months, the latter computation, rate of grade equivalent gain, was used for

all analyses to provide a correction for administration time differences.



ATTACHMENT 2

The percentage attendance change for each student was individua

computed by the formula:

% Change e (100) ( (100 - %) - (100 - B%) )/ (100 - B%)

where: 1% percent of days present during implementatIon year,
1975-76

B% = percent of days present during baseline years, 1972-75

This formula interprets the percent change as percent decrease in

absenteei m so that a negative change is considered a desirable outcome.

For evaluation question 2a, the percentage of students whos_ resulting

2: change value wa -6.00 or a negative value of greater magnitude than

-6.00 was tabulated. A similar procedure was employed for evaluation

question 20, except that a criterion value of -10.00 was used.

Group mean attendance rates were computed by the formula:

N: Attendance % 100 (EP)/EE

where: EP = sum of days present for all group members

.EE = sum of days enrolled for all group members

For computations related to evaluation questions 2c and 2d, the % change

formula (see above) was employed except that:

1% = mean attendance percen age of Echo students during implementation
year, 1975-76 (both 2c and 2d)

B% = mean attendance percentage of non-Echo comparison students during
implementation year, 1975-76 (2c only)

B% = mean attendance percentage of 75-76 Echo students during baseline
years. 1972-75 (2d only)

7 4
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ATTACHMENT 3

The percentage of dropouts (dropout rate) for each group was computed

by the formula:

Dropout Rate 00 ND) / NE

where: = number of studen
the designated t

s dropping
me period.

out of school during

NE =number of students enrolled in school during
the designated t me period.

To determine the dropout rate for the 15-year-old samples for the

two years preceding Echo implementation, the average annual number of

dropouts and average annual number -f enrollees were used.

The percentage difference in dropout rate between an Echo group a d a

re erence group was computed using the dropout rate percentages determined

for the two contrasted g oups with the following formula:

% Differenc_ (B% RZ) / RZ

where: E% = dropout rate percentage of Echo student group.

RZ = dropout rate percentage of non-Echo reference group.

This formula interprets the percent difference as percent fewer

dropouts in the Echo group so that a negative difference is consid_ed a

desirable out-
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ATTACHMENT 4

A SCREENING PROCESS RELATED TO PROJECT ECHO

Bill D. Lamkin
Baylor University
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ATTACIEmENT 4

DUCATION SERVICE CENTER REGION XII
P. O. Box 1249 Waco, Texas 76703
401 Franklin Ave. Tel. 817456 7404

A SCREENING PROCESS RELATED TO PROJECT ECHO

BY DR. BILL D. LAMKIN
BAYLOR UNIVERSITY

For the initial screening of potential L/LD students to be involved
in Project ECHO, two tests were administered in the Spring of 1975
to all 15 year old students: The Test of Academic Progress and the
Cognitive Abilities Test. Since the chronological age of the
students would place them in the tenth grade, the tenth grade _levels
of each test were administered. -Tests were scored by the Houghton
Mifflin Company and reported in terms of percentiles and standard
scores.

Since the proposal called for identifying students on the basis of
a discrepancy between expected achievement and actual achievement.
the following process was developed for the initial screening:

1. The standard scores (equivalent to an IQ) from the Cognitive
Abilities Test, Verbal Battery, was used as the estimate of
the student's intellectual functioning. The Verbal Battery
was chosen over the quantitatiVe and Non-verbal Battery
since, according to the author, it is most closely related
to school achievement. On page 3 of the Examiner's Manual,
the author states, "Since the bulk of education is presented
through verbal symbolism, the relevance of a verbal test for
educational prognosis and diagnosis is clear. Tests of
'verbal reasoning have always been among the best predictors
of educational progress."

2 Students whose IQ fell below 70 on the Verbal Battery,
.were considered to be possible candidates for a program for
the mentally retarded and thus were not ident fied for the
screening process.

Using the information presented on page 31 of the Manua_l
for Administrators, Su ervisors and Counselors for the
Test of Academic Pro re5s, -Table I was developed tc
designate the expected standard score for the Test of
Academic Progress in relationship to the standard scores
for the Test of CognitiNe Abilities ranging from 70 to 100.
Expected level for students at the 100 score of above was
placed at the Mean Scores for the tenth grade students.
In this case, the Mean Standard Score on the Test of
Academic Progress for tenth grade students was 51.

4 The screening guidelines called for "a discrepancy of two
or more years between actual grade equivalent scores in
reading comprehension or mathematics computation and
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CAT Verba1
IQ

TABLE

acted SS Level on TAP
Ition Re d n hems

100, 51 51 51

95-99 47 47 48

90-94 45 44 46

85-89 43 42 44

80-84 40 39 41

75-79 38 37 39

70-74 36 35 38

7 8
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cOncept skill and the expected grade equivalent scores
based on the student's mental age." Since test batteries
administered to students in the ninth grade and above are
not typically reported in grade placements, grade
placement scores were not available. An examination of
the norm tables revealed that three standard score points
represented approximately one year in achievement;
therefore, it was assumed that a discrepancy of 7 or more
standard score points between expected achievement and
actual achievement would represent a discrepancy of two
years. This was adopted as the guideline.

S. All students who had a discrepancy of 7 or more points
between their expected standard score and their actual
standard score on composition, reading, or mathematics
was identified for further screening.

The following steps will be included in the indepth screening:

1. According to the proposal in order to be eligible for a
designation as a learning disabled child, the student must
have-"a_four year discrepancy from the national or local
norms_of the academic achievement of his age group."
Therefore, the initial step in screening will be to
examine the standard scores of students in the three areas
considered in the_original screening. Using the guideline
for three standard scores points for each year of
achievement, any student who scores 39 or above would fall
less than 4 grade levels below his chronological age
placement, and thus would be ineligible and should be
omitted from further screening.

2. A second step involves an examination of the standard
'scores from the Test of Cognitive Abilities. Students
who score below 70 were not identified for screening;
however, some students with verbal scores above 70 may have
scores on the other two sections of the tests below 70 and
thus might need to be screened for possible inclusion in a
program for the Mentally Retarded.

Those students remaining on the list should be g ven
additional testing as follows:
a. The WISC-R
b. The Detroit Test of Learning Ap_ tude
c. The Stanford Diagnostic Arithmetic Test
d. The Stanford Diagnostic Reading Test

Data from these tests should be transferred to the L/LD
Profile Analysis (Table II).
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Code I

WISC-R

TABLE 11

LILO PROFILE ANALYSIS
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Date Tested -
Date of Birth

Detroit Tests o

2 .
3.

I

le.

VERSA!. TESTS

Information

Synilorities

Arithmetic

D 3 FY- 75

Staled
SCore

PEIVORMAINCE TESTS- Fictuna Completion -
Picture Arrangement -

_ Bloch DAsign
Vocabulary -- ablest Assembly

Comprehension -- -- Coding
Verbal Score Performarsce Score --.

ruing Aptitude

Aimpetsm--

a

aAm.

1_ !4

MBE
1111111
IMIR1MM

I 1 1 1

WWIvsei-r 3' 4' I 1 I I

7iall. 5cort-
Uthd Tes_Weighted 540,4

1 1 I I

11.1111110.
HU

! I I

114.4143L4044 limple ltaTa
kt I I I 4

2pa 23irelA il
iuirnnu

mama Ailattdas hal lap MitalatI hat

onsersiori rItteria.-.
RE
Mg 1111111=111.11

EVr.1 i)hatilanik MalliMILIE NIMBIILNINIMIUMMINNWMANOMMuNi

-(SMEJMEMS=Y-MIC TEST!' STAJFfl DI P.OS1I C READIn TEST

FORM W LEVEL II FORM W LEVEL II

g

L Sospi i. e444.04.4. 3. 4~44 rul. 4 L Flow Ilem
g
s

nsr T , TILT , *

' IF

IlmT

' 4 sl a r c
1

I i
IMMO i. ail I Uhl I Oa
VIM ,

A 1

liall. I loom
lz

i

Wt. Cm

I

I ° I
Can.1 Fa 1

I I

...........1 4...........a I

law ._i_

I I

T

t

3

7

4

I
4

a

2

7

I I
7 7 -
4 0

I I
4 4

a a

3 1

t I

a

. .
7

4

V

4

a

V

t

I
7

.

0

I
4

1

*

s

e

... 1

4

S

4

a

3

$

a

7

4

I

a

3

I

a

0

I.

a

7

a

a 4 4 8

7 7...-..INEW:

S 4 f 4 0

V I 1 V

4

3 3 31

i 3 3 I

I
7 Y

A

0

4 I
_

C *

4 4 A

...64...,

4 V 4

CCC

4 4

I V

4 a

I
1 1

4

1

t

T

I tui
Comments : 8 0

84



Students -hose Full Scale WISC-R IQ is 70 or below should
be referred for possible placement in a program for the
Mentally Retarded and are ineligible for inclusion in theWU program.

6. Data for students whose Full Scale IQ 13 above 70 shouldbe transferred to the Worksheet to determine e igibility
for the program (Table III).
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TABU I

WORKSH T

Pu -! To determine if students meet criteria for Learning/LanguDi-ability classification.

Name:

Indicated

-Not Indicated

W1SC-R full scale

C A (years and month

C A (months)

M A (years and months) 4

MA IQ-CA(KISC-R nual; page 188)

Learning Disability by c iteria of
three or more years below mental
age on three suptests of the
Detroit Test of Learning Aptitude
or two subtests in two different
areas of the Detroit Test.

N A (in month

N A (in yea and m ths) MA Cm n months)
=

Cri cal Age for
etroit Subtests

Critical Age A A) -

12

= Three years discrepancy between lctual
performance (Detroit subtests) and
indicated ability (WISC-R full scale)

0)
- 0)

Areas on,Det oit Subtests in which student's performance falls onor below the critical age;
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L,

NOT

M.A.

10

11

12

13

14

is

16

17

TARL 717 (CONTINUED)

REL.LEN !,.:NT.IL AGE AND ACHIEVEMENT LEVEL*

CONC,PTS

H;TH COMDLHATIP.,; (2;

mATH TOT,1L (AVG.)

READING
COMPREHENSON

CODE d

M.A.

EXPECTED ACHIFvPT
IN GRADE :QUIVAEENTS

EXPEGTEE ACTUAL
ACPTEVEMET

LEVEL LEVEL

Studcn mu. 52ore. at least f.)1.2r (d) years belcw
chronological grad:7 placement e be eligible. Thus
alA stunts must kave one or more achievement
test scores oelow 6.6.
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I give permi ion for my child

receive any psycholop:ical an

that may be deemed advisable thr

AND

ptucational _esting

ect ECHO

I give permission for relea of relevant data to any

agency requesting such information; also, I give per-

mission for the release of data or information held by

other agencies to the staff of Project ECHO.

ALSO

I will secure a physical exanin

phy ican.

11

primary 1

n for my child by a

Signatu-
Guardian

Date

a e spoken in th
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ATTAORMENT 5

DATA COLLGTION FORMS



Colii!I';

Lk

17

13

19

21

22

23
24

25

27
73

29
30

T II 11 I.: 'I T it 0 I; E R
n I4v.uctelics Only)

::1DDLE

1 3 4 5
-M 17) !!0-JD-A-'-.--YR ETHNIC

SEX BIRTEL)ATE CODE

INSTRUCTIONS

'Page of

All shonld tvped or printed according to the following instructions:
Column 1 11-explauatory.
Colnmn 2 EntPr :1 or r.
Column 3 - EntPr 1To-Od.:-Yr in numbers, such ny 7-4-59.
Column 4 FuLer the ;ippror,riate ethnic Codes: I Arwio American

2 Vc=gro American
3 :10x1can Aerican
4 - OLher

Column 5 Louvo
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PROJECT FRO
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This form

PROJECT ECHn

sTUDlNU ArtENDANCE iucc D

he completed for all tar,;ot and nwl-target students.

The purpose of this data gathering instrument is to track the atten-

dance patterns of students exp-sed to PROJECT ECHO vs thoso who are

net involved in the project.

1. There are two forms, one for students who underi,:ent PROJECT

ECHO screening during the Spring of 1975, and a separa_e form

students screened during the Fall of 1975

NOTE= Attendance data for target and non-target
15-year-olds from 1.974-75 which has already
been recorded on last year's forms need
not be transferred to the new forms. Only
1975-76 attendance data should be entered
for those students.

2 Record -he student's na. (last name, fitst, middle initial),

along with the school nzri1e Place a check mark in the column

follo i-g the name of each identified target student.

3. Record for each student the days present, and

the total days enrolled (the enrolled days should remain con-

stant for most of the students). II a student was not enrolled

during One _f the reporting periods, record a dash (-) in the

appropriate column/columns.

4. When the 1975-76 screening and appraisal has been completed and

the flew group of target students has been -ntified, indicate

which students are PROJECT ECHO particIpants by placing a check

mark in the column following each target student'- name.
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REVISED FORN

ROJECT ECHO

DR0POUT DATA GATHERING FORM

Record the scicnol from which the data are being collected and then

record each of the requested t- al numbers of enrollees and dropouts

for the specified ol years.

foecial care should be ,,ken to separate the target and non-target

students when entering data for 1975-76.

School

Number of 15-y -,r-Ad enrollees during the 72-73 school year

Number of 15-yea -old dropouts during the 72-73 school year

Number of 15-ye --old enrollees during the 73-74 school year

Number of 15-year-old dropouts during the 73-74 school year

Number of 15-year-old enrollees during the 74=75 school year

Number of 15-y -31d dropouts during the 74-75 school year

Numbe- of 15-year-old target student enrollees during the 75-76 school

year

NoJnber of 15-year-old target student dropouts during the 75-76 school

year

Number of 15-yea -Ild non-target student enrollees during the 75-76

school year

Number of lr-ye. -old no- arget student dropouts _uring the 75-76

sell( l year 104



PROJECT ECHO

PA ,t7 INVOLVE1ENT ACTIVITY REGISTER

At each Parent Involvement Activity meeting, have a staff member positioned

near the door of the meeting place to register each parent or parents as

they enter. Ask the staff member to rec -d the school name and date of

meeting prior to the parents arrival. The staff member should also

log the parents' name and the names of all children in the family who are

involved in PROJECT ECHO.
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PRO HET ECHO

PARENT INVOLVEM -NT ACTIVITY REGISTER

SCHOn
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PROJ i:ir FCHO

DISS1 INAiION CONFERENCE REGISTER

Have :I stall member pO! I 1 I )ned near the door of the mee 'ng place and ask

him t rtcurd the name (d= each person attending the conference, as well as

the or:inizatinn represented.

The school name and date of the conference should be filled in on the

rgisLcr pri or to the meeting.

107



PROJECT ECHO

I V 'NATION CONFERENCE REGISTER

SCHOOL

DATE OF CONFERENCE

NAME OF PARTICIPANT ORO

rage

-IZATiON REP_ SENTED
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Name of Teacher,

School/C y:

Da:e:

Check

PROJECT ECHO
TEACHER CHECKLIST

. Echo Teacher; Mainstream Teacher

Please indicate which Minimodule is being discussed on the following Checklist.

Language Arts, Minimodule #
Science, Minimodule #
athematics, Minimodule #

Numer of students completing this inimodule:

How much time was required for most pupils to complete this Minimodule?

minutes

Was the time for completion of this Minimodule:

too short for most pupils

about right for most pupils

too long for most pupils

How much time was required for you to prepare for teaching this Minimodule?

_-minutes

4 Was the quantity of ma erials included for use with the Mihimodule:

too many

about right

too few

none were included (skip to item 6)

5. Was the quality of these materials included for use with the Minimodule:

poor

adequate

excellent

none were included

Was the perceived pUpil Interest in the M nimodule:

low for most pupils

adequate for most pupils

high for most pupils
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Was the vocabulary used in the student text:

too difficult for most pupils

appropriate for most pupils

too easy for most pupils

Was the reading difficulty level of the student text:

too complicated for most pupils

appropriate for most pupils

too simple for most pupils

9. t:as the objective of this Minimodule:

too difficult for most pupils

appropriate for most pupils

oo simple for most pupils

:1. Was the Mastery Test of this Minimodule:

an unsatisfactory measure of actual pupil mastery

an adeouate measure of actual pupil mastery

an excellent measure of antual pupil mastery

Did you have to make any changes or modification in the nimodule?

No

Yes

(skip to item 13)
a

12. If "yes", please spectfy the changes or modifications made in the Minimodule.

U. What improvements or modifications in the Hinimodule would you recommend.

14. Ceneral Comments:
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